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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
MX MILESTONE II

VOLUME I. PROGRAM OVERVIEW

VOLUME I PRESENTS AN OVERVIEWOF TIlE ENTIRE MX SYSTEM INCLUDING

0 THE MX MISSILE AND BASING MODE s A SUMMARY OF THE POTENTIAL ENVIRON
ACOUISITION PROCESS MENTAL EFFECTS OF PAST AND FUTURE

* THE ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAM MX DECISIONS
AND ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENTS * IDENTIFICATION OF FUTURE ACTIONS
TO BE PREPARED FOR DECISION- ANTICIPATED AS PART OF THE MX
MAKERS AND TIlE PUBLIC SYSTEM

VOLUME II: FULL-SCALE ENGINEERING DEVELOPMENT

VOLUME II ADDRESSES THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF EXPENDITURE OF RESOURCES TO
DESIGN, CONSTRUCT. AND TEST MISSILE AND BASING MODE VEHICLE COMPONENTS AND THE
ASSEMBLED MISSILE AND VEHICLES KEY ISSUES ARE

0 EXPENDITURE OF 5 TO Si BILLION * GROWTII INDUCEMENT CONCENTRATED
FOR FULL-SCALE ENGINEERING IN 9STATES
DEVELOPMENT IFSEDI 0 CONSUMPTION OF ENERGY AND WATER

0 CREATION OF JOBS TIIROUGHOUT RESOURCES
THE NATION * ATMOSPHERIC EMISSIONS

VOLUME III, MISSILE FLIGHT TESTING

VOLUME III PROJECTS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF MX FLIGIT TESTS ON VANDENBERG AIR

FORCE BASE AND CENTRAL CALIFORNIA KEY ISSUES INCLUDE

* GROWTH RELATED IMPACTS TO 0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS OF MX, THE
NORTHERN SANTA BARBARA SPACE SIIUTTLE, AND THE PROPOSED
COUNTY LNG PLANT

9 FOUR CANDIDATE SITING AREAS ICSA WERE EVALUATED TO ASSESS SITE SPECIFIC
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS RELATED TO TIlE FOLLOWING KEY ISSUES-
-TRANSPORTATION -AIR GUALITY
-WATER RESOURCES -ARCIIAEOLOGY
-RARE OR ENDANGERED SPECIES -MINERAL RESOURCES

VOLUME IV, BASING MODE EVALUATION
VOLUME IV EVALUATES TIlE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS ASSOCIATED WITH THE FOLLOWING
FOUR BASING MOOES

9 VERTICAL SHELTER * HORIZONTAL SIIELTER

* BURIED TRENCH * SLOPE SIDED POOL

TIlE POTENTIAL FOR ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSOCIATED WITI EACH BASING MODE
IS EVALUATED AT SEVEN BASING MODE COMPARISON AREAS IBMCA THROUGHOUT TIlE
WESTERN UNITED STATES KEY ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES INCLUDE

0 VARIATION OF SPACING BETWEEN * PUBLIC OR PRIVATE LAND
AIMPOINTS * WATER RESOURCES REQUIRED

- AREA SECURITY VERSUS POINT
SECURITY 0 CONSTRUCTION RESOURCES

- DISTURBED OR UNDISTURBED REOUIRED

ENVIRONMENT . ENERGY RESOURCES REDUIRED

VOLUME V; APPENDICES

VOLUME V CONTAIN%

0 BIOLOGICAL APPENDICES AND * BASING MODE EVALUATION
SPECIES LISTS 0 GLOSSARY

0 REGIONAL INDUSTRIAL MULTIPLIER
SYSTEM IRIMSI DESCRIPTION 0 REFERENCES

VOLUME VI: PUBLIC COMMENTS

VOLUME VI PRESENTS PUBLIC RESPONSE TO THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT. INCLUDED IN THIS VOLUME ARE:

0 LETTERS RECEIVED FROM 0 RESPONSES TOGUESTIONS RAISED
AGENCIES AND ORGANIZATIONS BY THE PUBLIC

0 PUBLIC HEARING TRANSCRIPTS
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Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation
1522 K Street N..
Washington. D.C. 20005

September 11, 1978

Dr. Carlos Stern
Deputy for Environment and Safety
Department of the Air Force
Washington, D. C. 20330

Dear Dr. Stern:

This is in response to your request of July 19, 1978, received in our
Denver office on August 7, 1978, for comments on the draft environmental
statement for MX: 'Milestone II. We have reviewed the statement and note
that the undertaking will affect archeological sites in the States of
California, Arizona, Colorado, Nevada, New Mexico, Texas, Tennessee,
Kansas, Nebraska, Oklahoma and Utah, properties included in or that may
be eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Placea.
Pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of

1966 (16 U.S.C. 470f, as amended, 90 Stat. 1320) Federal agencies must,
prior to the approval of the expenditure of any Federal funds or prior
to the granting of any license, permit, or other approval for an under- i-1
taking, afford the Council an opportunity to comment on the effect of
the umdertaking upon properties included in or eligible for inclusion
in the National Register of Historic Places.

Until the requirements of Section 106 are met, the Council considers the
draft environmental statement incomplete in its treatment of historical,
archeological, architectural and cultural resources. To remedy this
deficiency, the Council will provide, in accordance with its "Procedures
for the Protection of Historic and Cultural Properties" (36,CFR Part 800),
substantive comments on the effect of the undertaking on these properties.
Please contact Michael .1. Bureman at the Council's Denver office, P. 0.
Box 25085, Denver, Colorado 80225 or (303) 234-4946, an FTS number, to
assist you in completing this process.

Sincerely yours,

,i.
Louis S. Wall

'. Assistant Director, Office of
Review and Compliance, Denver

The council is an indetendent uns. of the Fxecutive Branch oj the Federal Government chargrd by the Act ol

October 15, 1966 to advise the President and Congress sm the field of Historic Preservation.

Public Comments VI - 1-1
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DEFENSE NUCLEAR AGENCY
~1 WASHINGToN. D.C. 20305

ISEP 1378
LGEC

SUBJECT: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) on NX: Milestone II

Deputy for Environment and Safety (SAF/MIQ)
Department of the Air Force
Washington, D.C. 20330

The DEIS on HX: Milestone II, provided by your letter of 19 July 1978,
has been reviewed. Matters of interest to DNA are principally those
which affect the hardness and survivability (HIS) of the MX system
against nuclear weapons effects. Specific comments follow:

a. Paragraph 1.1.1.3 - Nuclear H/S - Page 11-23.

A brief description of the simulation methods would be appropriate 1-2
to indicate that testing similar to Misers Bluff High Explosive Test, the
Transportable Electromagnetic Pulse Simulator or other EMP simulators may
be required. It does not seem appropriate to close out the option of under-
ground nuclear testing at this stage of development.

b. Paragraph 1.1.3.4 - Nuclear Hardness and Survivability - Page 11-28.

There is an apparent inconsistency in the requirement for
underground nuclear testing with that expressed in paragraph 1.1.1.3. A
more detailed explanation of required testing may be appropriate parti-
cularly since these tests may have environmental consequences. Further 1-3
since hardness and survivability are a requisite to the entire MX concept,
it would be appropriate to plan a suitable testing program that would
demonstrate system survivability in a nuclear environment.

c. Paragraph 3.4.3 - Kirtland Air Force Base - page 11-99.

The use of EMP simulators described here is not consistent with 1
the requirements stated in a similar paragraph at the bottom of page 11-8. 1-4
If the advanced research electronic simulator (ARES), a DNA test facility
at Kirtland Air Force Base, is to be used, suitable schcduling is required.

FOR THE DIRECTOR:

CHARD N. CODY

Major General, USAF
Deputy Director

(Operations and Administration)
CY FURN:
DASD(Environment Safety)

VI - 1-2 Public Comments



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20350
IN RrMY RUEN TO

Ser 453/721511
7 Sep 1978

Dear Dr. Stern,

As requested in your letter of July 19th, the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement on MX: Milestone II has been
reviewed.

The Department of the Navy has no comments.

Sincerely,

C oma er. EC, U.S.Nv
0 rc. tot . frorimmitall

-21;* S Health Division
Carlos tr ,P .. P direr-hon of theDeputy for Environment and Safety (SAF/MIQ) f -if Naval Operations

office of the Assistant Secretary of the Air Force
Pentagon
Washington, D. C. 20330

Public Comments VI - 1-3



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION

WESTERN AiIOW
P 0 SOX 12001, WORLfwAY POSTAL C(ATIA

September 15, 1978 LOS AN IS CALWORNA 9000, A

Dr. Carlos Stern
Deputy for Environmental and Safety
Department of The Air Force

Dear Dr. Stern:

We hve now completed the review of your Environmental Impact Statement

(EIS) regarding MX: Milstone I and our comments are as follows:

1. From our preliminary review findings it appears that initial testing
and operation at Vandenberg should have no effect on our existing
communication type facilities. Since these areas are so vast and
without specification, we cannot offer in this particular case a final
assessment except in the stated general terms.

2, According to the map of the areas considered viable, it is generally
felt hat a substancial impact effect could occur on fture FAA selected
facility sites not only where we install transmitters/receivers but also

where FAA overland leased lines are involved.

3. Pleasn be advised that this approval does not obviate the requirement
for the Department of The Air Force to file a notice with the Federal
Aviation Administration where applicable and as stipulated under Part 77
of The Federal Aviation Regulations.

We appreciate the courtesy in bringing this matter to our attention.

Sincerely /

W. BRUCE S
Regional Planning Officer

VI - 1-4 Public Cotments
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FEDERAL ENERGY PEGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20426

September 5, 1978

Dr. Carlos Stern
Deputy for Environment & Safety
(SAF/MIQ), Pentagon
Washington, D.C. 20330

Dear Dr. Stern:

I am replying to your requests of July 19 and
August 14, 1978 to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
for comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
on MX: Milestone II. This Draft EIS has been reviewed by
appropriate FERC staff components upon whose evaluation
this response is based.

The staff concentrates its review of other agencies'
environmental impact statements basically on those areas
of the electric power, natural gas, and oil pipeline industries
for which the Commission has jurisdiction by law, or where
staff has special expertise in evaluating environmental
impacts involved with the proposed action.

We note with interest that energy demands are identi-
fied as one of four key growth-related effects at the state
and regional levels during full-scale engineering development
and the basing mode. The EIS indicates that deployment of
the MX in any of the suggested regions is likely to cause
electrical demands in excess of planned capacity, especa.ally
in the northeastern United States and particularily in New l-4a
York State. It would appear that these impacts have been
adequately identified and delineated. During finalization
of the EIS it is suggested that the recent report by the
Northeast Power Coordinating Council, Task Force on Load
and Capacity (April 1, 1978), be used to refine the
energy impact analysis for that region of the U. S.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this statement.

Sincerely,

!acW M. Heinemann
!Advisor on Environmental Quality

Public Comments VI - 1-5
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NASA
National Aeronautics and
Space Administration
Washington. D.C.
20546

LiB-4 September 22, 1978

Dr. Carlos Stern
Deputy for Environment and
Safety (SAF/MIQ)

Office of the Assistant Serretary
Department of the Air Force
Washington, DC 20330

Dear Dr. Stern:

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the MX: Milestone
II Program has been reviewed by NASA personnel. V.,e have the
following comments, all related to the effects of the launch

exhaust cloud described in Volume III.

1. On pages 111-298 through 111-308, the draft compares the
quantity of exhaust products emitted to the atmosphere from
the MX with those of the Titan III and the Space Shuttle.
For example:

a. ". ..the total MX exhaust emissions to the atmos-
phere would be less than those released by Titan III
by a factor of four." (page 111-299, para. 2). 1-5

b. "...the amount of gaseous exhaust from a MX launch
would be 1/10 that expected from a Space Shuttle launch."

(page 111-300, para. 1).

c. "The small size of the MX vehicle in comparison to
Titan and Shuttle vehicles, and the launch frequency
of 5 MX vehicles per year, produce an expected effluent
per unit volume discharged into the atmosphere that
is a factor of six to ten times less than in the case
of Titan III or the Space Shuttle respectively."

VI - 3-6 Public Comments
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2

d. "...this amount (of aluminum oxide released in
the lower atmosphere) is two orders of magnitude
smaller than the amount released in the same l-5(cont)
altitude interval by the Space Shuttle..." (page
111-307, para. 2).

To avoid the inconsistencies that appear in these and similar
statements, it is suggested that absolute quantities, rather
than ratios or factors, be specified. If comparisons are con-
sidered necessary, the text should be rewritten to clarify
the conditions for which each comparison applies.

2. Figure 3-10 (page IIc-301) shows a comparison of the peak
concentration of hydrogen chloride using both the USAF Opera-
tional Model and the NASA Model for the Titan III launch
vehicle and employs the USAF Model to estimate a peak con-
centration for the MX missile. The Titan III calculation by
the NASA Model was made in 1973 and that model has since been
extensively refined. The current model, which provides a
better prediction of the event, tends to show peak concentra- 16

tions considerably lower than those predicted by the older
model, and these trends have been borne out by experiments
at the Kennedy Space Center. The predictions of peak con-
centrations for Shuttle launches (Table 3-18, page 111-303)
were made with the current model and the significantly lower
maxinmum peak concentration (3.38 ppm) is evident. Thus the
prediction you show for the MX is unduly conservative and
this point should be made in the text.

3. In Table 3-17 (page 111-302), suggested short-term emer-
gency exposure limits for exposures of occupational personnel
to hydrogen chloride and carbon monoxide are attributed to
NASA Contractor Report CR-1205 (III). The citation should 1-7
be to the original sources, references 13-135 and 13-136 of
that report. In addition, you may wish to cite a journal
article containing much the same information.*

4. The "l km Downstream" list of constituents shown in Table
3-19 (page 111-304) includes the combined effects of both 1-8
afterburning and turbulent mixing with ambient air. This
should be stated explicitly to explain the significant changes

*See Smyth, Henry F.: "Military and Space Short-Term
Inhalation Standards." Archives Environmental Health,

Vol. 12, April 1966, pp 488-490.

Public Comments VI - 1-7



3

from the constituents at the nozzle exit plane. In addition,
inclusion of a comparable constituent list for a hypothetical 1-8(cont)
"1 km Downstream" case including afterburning but excluding
mixing would be instructive, showing, for example, the further
oxidation of carbon monoxide to carbon dioxide and the creation
of other trace species, such as chlorine. This table was
developed for the Space Shuttle solid rocket motor exhaust
(Table 4-1, page 58, Environmental Impact Statement, Space
Shuttle Program, April 1978) and is applicable to the MX.

5. The second paragraph on pg. 305 tends to be misleading,
implying that NASA arrived at the conclusion that the small
particles of A1203 could penetrate the alveolar spaces in the
lungs if inhaled. NASA calculations have only been made on 1-9
the particulate distribution that may be contained in the
ground cloud and its relation to average primary and secondary
standards. The ambiguous language should be altered to clear
up this point.

6. Table 3-20 (page III-308) was taken from the Draft Environ-
mental Impact Statement for the Space Shuttle Program. The
material has since been updated in the final statement and the
revised figures should be used (Table 4-2, page 59, Environ-
mental Impact Statement, Space Shuttle Program, April 1978). 1-10
More generally, the MX: Milestone I Program draft cites the
NASA Space Shuttle Program draft environmental impact statement
as reference in a number of places. The final statement, dis-
tributed in May 1978, should be cited insteau. A copy is
enclosed.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Nathaniel B. Cohen, Director
Management Support Office

Enclosure

VI - 1-8 Public Comments
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NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION
WASHINGTON. D.C, 20550

September 21, 1978

OFFICE OF THE
ASSISTANT DIRECTOR
FOR ASTRONOMICAL.

ATMOSPHERIC. EARTH,
AND OCEAN SCIENCES

Dr. Carlos Stern
Deputy for Environment and Safety
Office of the Assistant Secretary
Department of the Air Force
Washington, DC 20330
Dear Dr. Stern:

Your letter dated 19 July 1978 with an attached copy of the 5-volume
draft environmental impact statement on MX: Milestone II arrived here
at the National Science Foundation (NSF) on 1 September 1S78. The
requested reply date to your, office for NSF comments on the statement
was 5 September 1978. A telephone communication with your office did
not ascertain the reason for the delayed receipt at NSF, but we were
advised of an extension of the reply date to 22 September 1978.

The NSF has reviewed the draft and has found the socio-economic and
archaeological aspects of the statement of particular interest. We
offer the following comments:

Socio-economic

The statement presents environmental considerations for use in
deciding whether to proceed into Full-Scale Engineering Develop-
ment (FSED). The comments presented are concerned with the economic
and social impacts discussed in this draft. In particular, the
comments are concerned with the materials discussed in Volumes I,
II, and IV.

As a general comnent, the methodology or models used to determine
the employment and investment impacts are not adequately defined in
the text -- page 1-90 states that the total magnitude of the direct
and indirect impacts were computed using the National Input-Output
Model (BEA, 1974). Our understanding of this model is that it presents
national numbers based on 1972 data. BEA does have a multi-regional
input-output model (MRIO), but that model is based on 1963 data. If
the analysis used the national model, how are the regional estimates
obtained, and if they used the MRIO model, the underlying data is
extremely unsound. Indeed, 1972 technical coefficients fail to reflect

Public Comments VI - 1-9



Dr. Stern 2

the dramatic jump in both energy prices and raw materials and their 1-1i
influence on the production process. Also, the gross output multiplier (cont)
is rather large and fails to include any leakages or time dynamics.
A net output multiplier would be more feasible (Table 3-1).

The employment impacts generated are somewhat misleading in that
labor is not a homogeneous commodity and the labor force composition
could have a considerable imp act on local labor force demands. The
socio-economic effects (I-93) primarily concern site choice and the
impacts vary with site choice. Some attempt is made to identify
these impacts in terms of housing, infrastructures, etc. However,
the results reflect only this project and do not deal with alternative 1-12
projects which may occur in these areas, such as energy development,
etc. The booirtown phenomena could occur producing a tremendous demand
which is both highly cyclical and unstable. No amount of contract
phasing would lessen the adverse environmental or social effects of
this impact. This would be particularly true for the lower income
and fixed income residents of the areas who would bear most of the
long-term costs of the large short-term demand for public services.

The regional impacts discussed are not adequately documented as to
their source or methods of generation. In fact, some are clearly
erroneous. Washington State is described as being energy-rich
with huge hydro- and coal reserves. Obviously the authors are not
aware of the power rationing which has been occurring in the Pacific 1-13Northwest this past year and will continue for many years. Also
coal reserves do not imply production, given manpower, capital, and
environmental constraints. In addition, the huge resource demands
associated with developing these reserves would be competing with
this project, further aggravating prices and the demand for labor
and capital.

Finally, there is concern about the inflationary impacts associated
with these projects: in particular, the deleterious impact of this
new demand on the standard of living of low and fixed income >-14
individuals. The bulk of the demand for employment will be satisfied
from outside of the area, since particular high skills are required,
leaving local labor supply to fill the lower paying unskilled jobs.

Archaeological

Archaeological remains are present both on Vandenberg Air Force Base
and in the seven sample deployment sites. Development of the MX-II
system would have an unavoidable effect on archaeological remains.

V1 - 1-0 Public Conuents



Dr. Stern 3

The general dearth of information presented on remains which occurI, in the different areas and just what means will be taken to minimize
impact makes this statement difficult to evaluate. It appears that
a good part of the Vandenberg Air Force Base has been surveyed, yet
the bullet statements which summarize the findings are too brief to 1-15
give an adequate idea of what is really present on the ground. It
appears that the information concerning the sample deployment sites
comes from a literature search alone and attempts to generalize from
data of this type are notoriously inaccurate.

Whether the proposed steps to mitigate adverse environmental impacts
are sufficient is not clear. At Vandenberg Air Force Base, mitigation
will include siting in such a way as to minimize archaeological
destruction as well as salvage excavation. Section 3.2.15, Volume IV,

implies that if sites are located in an area ol high archaeological
potential, an extensive recovery project would be undertaken. 116

In summary, the amount of information on archaeological impact andiproposed mitigation is minimal. On this basis it is unclear that a
Icareful evaluation has, in fact, been made.

Sincerely yours,

. 1)(ani el Hunt

Deputy Assistant Director

Public Comments VI - 1-11



SOUTHWEST FEDERAL REIObTAL COUNCIL

ARKANSAS, LOUISIANA. NEW MEXICO. OKLAHOMA, TEXAS
1100 Commerce. Room 9C28 Dallas. Toxas 75242 2141 49-1431

August 22, 1978

REGIONAL AOMINISTRATOA
DEPARTNENT 0 tAB07 ETA

Dr. Carlos Stern, Ph.D.
sag Deputy for Environment & Safety

Office of the Assistant Secretary
ACOxAL DIRCTOR Department of the Air Force
00 SEVIESWashington, D.C. 20330

Dear Dr. Stern:

We are in receipt of your August 14 letter concerning the
MAII.....,TAO.f ..... Air Force's Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

on MX: Milestone II, and your desire for us to review the
EIS statement.

In our function as Regional A-95 Coordinator, we do not
review EIS statements. It may be thazt you might want toACTING ACCAONAL A [M#%NTATr4

PAMMENT OFt..Y forward a copy of your Milestone II EIS statement to the
regional office of the Environmental Protection AgencyA , (EPA) for their review. If such is the case, we supply

• below the name of the regional EPA official who conducts

EIS reviews.
DEPA141I(NA Of IftNPCNTA I

OA,(I0TAI, o.l,. ..o.., Mr. Clinton Spotts

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Surveillance & Analysis Division
First International Building
1201 Elm Street

.,oTALDEIO.AGNC Dallas, Texas 75270

Thank you for your desire and efforts to coordinate the

development of Milestone II with our office.

.(W NCt0, OfCAL Please advise if we can assist further.
tDUATON ANO WAtIAE 

S O. *o Sincerely,

A(GIONAL AMINISTATOAD(,AWTENO HO"No AND ERNEST C. WOODS
tONCPART WM(NTOfFWx A9
URegional A-95 Coodinator

cc: Clinton Spotts, EPA

;% Myron Knudson, EPA
AN AOM..N.o. ,S,,AOA Loron Bolen, SWFRCI FOCARTMtNt OF AGltIC,TI~LMI

PI...AL Ou

VI 1-12 Public Comments



UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS

IN "Y mr" -ro, Sacramento Area Office
2800 Cottage Way

Land operations Sacramento, California 95825

SEP 15 1978

Dr. Carlos Stern
Deputy for Environment and Safety
Office of the Secretary of
the Air Force (SAF/MIQ)

Pentagon
Washington, D. C. 20330

Dear Dr. Stern:

We have reviewed your draft environmental impact statement

on MX: Milestone II and found no Indian lands under the

jurisdiction of this office are involved.

Sincerely yoqrs,

William E. Finale
U Area Dilector

Pe

Public Comments VI - 1-13



OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOfl

United States Department of the Interior
BUREAU OF MINES

2,101 E STREET, NW.

' WASHINGTON, D.C. 20241

In Reply Refer To: August 18, 1978
EBM - MMRD

Mr. Carlos Stern
Deputy for Environment & Safety
Office of the Assistant Secretary
Department of the Air Force
Washington, D.C. 20330

Dear Mr. Carlos:

Reference is made to your letter of July 19, 1978, by which you conveyed a copyof the Draft Environmental Impact Statement on MX: Milestone II.

Any concern about which the Bureau of Mines should logically comment would
involve mineral resources of such land area(s) as would be ultimatuly devoted
to the MX system. As land selection lies in the future we believe that no current
comments on the submitted EIS is required.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment extended by the Department of the
Air Force.

neerely yours,

~1'Dir ctor

(ftr

VI - 1-14 Public Comments



IN RLY REFER TO

United States Department of the Interior 793

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT (N-920)

NEVADA STATE OFFICE
Room 3008 Federal Building

300 Booth Street
Reno, Nevada 89509

AUG 2 8 1978

Carlos Stern, PhD
Deputy for Environment and Safety
Office of the Assistant Secretary
Department of the Air Force
ashingtcn, D.C. 20330

Dear Sir:

We appreciated the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft Environ-
mental Statement on MX: Milestone II. In accordance with our procedures for
the review of other agency Environmental Statements, we have forwarded our
comments to our Washington Office for consolidation with those of BUl offices
in other states. You should receive the consolidated BLI reply well with-
in your desired time frame.

We will be extremely interested in review of future Environmental Statements
on MX, particularly when the time arrives to decide on a particular site if
Nevada is one of the alternatives. For your information, our procedures re-
quire that review of other agency Environmental Statements be coordinated
through Department of Interior's Office of Environmental Project Review,
(OEPR) 19th and C Streets, NW., Washington, D.C. 20240. Please send future
requests for reviews through that office.

E.I. Rowland1State Director, Nevada
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United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240

ER-78/707 AUG 24

Dr. Carlos Stern
Deputy for Environment
and Safety

Department of the Air Force
Washington, DC 20330

Dear Dr. Stern:

This is in regard to your request of July 19, 1978,
for the Depai'tment of the Interior's review and
comments on a araft environmental statement for MX:
Milestone II.

This is to inform you that the Department will have
comments on the draft environmental statement but
will be unable to respond by the date requested.
Our comments should be available by the middle of
September.

Sincerel /

truce Blanchard, Director
Environmental Project Review
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